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Dear Sir: 



INTERVIEW SUMMARY 



PATENT 

Atty. Dkt. No. APPIW007735/PPC/ECP/CKIM 



On December 7, 2006 and December 8, 2006, telephonic interviews were held 
between Keith M. Tackett (an attorney of record) and Examiner Nicholas A. Smith. The 
references of record discussed included United States Patent Application Serial No. 
10/268,284 (hereafter Application '284). The nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection on claims 1 and 9 over claim 38 of Application '284 was discussed 
during the telephone interviews. 

On December 7, 2006, Applicants pointed out to the Examiner that claim 38 of 
Application '284 does not teach or suggest the claimed subject matter of claims 1 and 9. 
Particularly, claim 38 of Application '284 does not teach or suggest a deplating 
electrode positioned radially outward from a plating electrode in an anode fluid volume, 
as set forth in claims 1 and 9. The Examiner offered to consider Applicants' argument 
and resume the discussion in a later time. 
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On December 8, 2006, the Examiner cited Bacon et al (United States Patent No. 
4,466,864, hereafter Bacon) supporting the nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection of claims 1 and 9. Bacon was not a reference of record at the time. 
The Examiner did not indicate how Bacon is applied in the obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection of claims 1 and 9. 

No agreement was reached on the nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Keith M. Tackett 
Registration No. 32,008 
Patterson & Sheridan, L.L.P. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713) 623-4846 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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